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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-20 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Response to Remarks 

Applicant asserts that, "The '040 to Jarvis is generally directed towards a method 
of coordinating the timers of two processors. The method of Jarvis detects and 
coordinates the timers of two networked processors by increasing the lesser of two 
timer values to match the greater value. Each of Jarvis' two processor circuits requires 
its own circuit to detect timer values, even though just the one that sees a lesser timer 
value takes action. That is, each of Jarvis' circuits is a "master" and neither is a "slave"". 

The examiner respectfully disagrees. In col. 3, line 47 - col. 4, line 44 the 
reference of Jarvis discloses a synchronization process between the master circuit and 
a slave circuit. Furthermore, the examiner does not comprehend what the applicant is 
trying to contemplate with "040". 

Applicant further asserts that, "Jarvis lacks "a slave circuit" as recited in Claim 1. 
Further, the method of Jarvis fails to teach or suggest "detects a delay between the 
output clock signal and the input clock signal, and loads and unloads the input data in 
response to a variable initialization parameter corresponding to the detected delay"". 

The examiner agrees. However, the examiner has issued a new ground of 
rejection in order to substantiate for this new limitation, as amended by applicant. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

4 Claims (1-2) are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Shin Eibin. (hereinafter Shin) (JP2001/051944) in view of Jarvis.(US Patent 

5,918,040) 

Re claim 1, Shin discloses a digital system comprising: a slave circuit in signal 
communication with the master circuit, receives the output clock signal and the output 
data, and sends to the master circuit an input clock signal as a feedback signal of the 
output clock signal and input data that is synchronized with the input clock signal. (See 
fig. 1 & paragraph 3) 

But the reference of Shin fails to explicitly teach that wherein the circuit to detect 
clock delay generates the reset control signal in response to the system reset signal or 
an internal reset signal, detects a delay between the output clock signal and the input 
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clock signal, and loads and unloads the input data in response to a variable initialization 
parameter corresponding to the detected delay. 

However, the reference of Shin does teach that wherein the circuit to detect clock 
delay generates the reset control signal in response to the system reset signal or an 
internal reset signal (See fig. 7 & paragraph 16), detects a delay between the output 
clock signal and the input clock signal (See fig. 7 & paragraph 16), and loads and 
unloads the input data in response to a variable initialization parameter corresponding 
to the detected delay. (See figs 6 & 7 & paragraph 16) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skills in the art to 
incorporate this feature into the system of Shin, in the manner as claimed, for the 
benefit of achieving synchronization. 

The reference of Shin discloses the limitation as claimed above, except he fails 
to explicitly teach a master circuit, which includes a circuit to detect clock delay, 
receives a system reset signal, and generates output data, an output clock signal with 
which the output data is synchronized, and a reset control signal which responds to the 
system reset signal; and where the slave circuit is reset in response to the reset control 
signal. 

However, Jarvis does. (See fig. 2 & col. 3, line - col. 4, line 44) Jarvis discloses 
a synchronization process between a master circuit and a slave circuit. 

Taking the combined teachings of Shin and Jarvis as a whole , it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skills in the art to incorporate these features into the 
system of Shin, in the manner as claimed and as taught by Jarvis, for the benefit of 



Application/Control Number: Page 5 

10/675,706 

Art Unit: 2611 

achieving synchronization. 

Re claim 2, the combination of Shin and Jarvis further teaches that wherein the 
internal reset signal is a clock signal generated when detected delays are not identical 
to one another. (In Shin, see fig. 7: 198 & paragraph 16-19) 

5 Claims (3, 5-6, 10, 12-13, 18, 20) are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shin Eibin. (hereinafter Shin) (JP2001/051944) 

Re claim 12, Shin discloses a method of detecting clock delay comprising: 
detecting a delay between an output clock signal and an input clock signal and 
automatically generating a variable initialization parameter corresponding to the 
detected delay if the detected delays are identical to one another (See fig. 6: 150 & 180 

6 paragraph 15 & fig. 7 & paragraph 16); continuously detecting the delay until the 
detected delays are identical to one another (See fig. 7 & paragraph 16); and loading 
and unloading input data in response to the automatically generated variable 
initialization parameter. (See fig. 6: 150 & fig. 7 & paragraph 16) 

But the reference of Shin fails to explicitly teach generating a reset control signal 
in response to the system reset signal or the internal reset signal, if the detected delays 
are not identical to one another. 

However, the reference of Shin does teach a control unit which reset the clock 
generation machine and the detecting unit when all the detected delay is not in 
agreement. (See fig. 7: 198 & paragraph 16) 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skills in the art to 
incorporate this feature into the system of Shin, in the manner as claimed, for the 
benefit of resetting the clock generation machine and the detecting unit. 

Re claim 13, the reference of Shin further discloses that wherein step (a) further 
comprises: detecting and outputting a delay between the output clock signal and the 
input clock signal (See fig. 6: 180 & paragraph 15-16); respectively latching most 
significant bits and least significant bits of the delays outputted in step (a1 ) (See fig. 7 & 
paragraph 18); and comparing the most significant bits and the least significant bits 
outputted in step (a2), outputting one of the most significant bits and one of the least 
significant bits as the initial parameters, and outputting a first signal at a first level if all 
most significant bits and least significant bits are respectively identical to one another, 
or outputting the first signal at a second level if all most significant bits and least 
significant bits are not res'pectively identical to one another. (See fig. 7 & paragraphs 
16-19) 

Re claim 18, the reference of Shin further discloses that wherein the internal 
reset signal is generated when the detected delays are not identical to one another. 
(See fig. 7: the output of element 1 96 & paragraphs 1 6-1 9) 
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Claim 3 is a system claim corresponding to method claim 12. Hence, the steps 
in method claim 12 would have necessitated the elements in system claim 3 as claimed. 
Therefore, claim 2 has been analyzed and rejected w/r to claim 12 above. 



Claim 5 is a system claim corresponding to method claim 12. Hence, the steps 
in method claim 12 would have necessitated the elements in system claim 5 as claimed. 
Therefore, claim 5 has been analyzed and rejected w/r to claim 12 above. 

Claim 6 is a system claim corresponding to method claim 13. Hence, the steps 
in method claim 13 would have necessitated the elements in system claim 6 as claimed. 
Therefore, claim 6 has been analyzed and rejected w/r to claim 13 above. 

Claim 10 is a system claim corresponding to method claim 18. Hence, the steps 
in method claim 18 would have necessitated the elements in system claim 10 as 
claimed. Therefore, claim 10 has been analyzed and rejected w/r to claim 18 above. 



Claim 20 is a system claim corresponding to method claim 12. Hence, the steps 
in method claim 12 would have necessitated the elements in system claim 20 as 
claimed. Therefore, claim 20 has been analyzed and rejected w/r to claim 12 above. 
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6 Claims (4 & 14) are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Shin Eibin. (hereinafter Shin) (JP2001/051944) 

Re claim 14, the reference of Shin fails to explicitly teach that wherein step (b) is 
characterized by generating the reset control signal for resuming step (a) in response to 
the first signal if one of the detected delays is not identical to other detected delays and 
resuming step (a) by N-bit free running until the detected delays are identical to one 
another. 

However, the reference of Shin does teach a control unit which reset the clock 
generation machine and the detecting unit when all the detected delay is not in 
agreement. (See fig. 7 & paragraphs 16-19) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skills in the art to 
incorporate this feature into the system of Shin, in the manner as claimed, for the 
benefit of resetting the clock generation machine and the detecting unit. 

Claim 4 is a system claim corresponding to method claims 13 & 14. Hence, the 
steps in method claims 13 & 14 would have necessitated the elements in system claim 
3 as claimed. Therefore, claim 4 has been analyzed and rejected w/r to claims 13 & 14 
above. 
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7. Claims (7 & 15) are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Shin Eibin. (hereinafter Shin) (JP2001/051944) 

Re claim 15, the reference of Shin further discloses that wherein step (b) further 
comprises: (b1) generating an internal reset signal in response to the first signal and a 
predetermined clock signal (See fig. 7: the output of element 196 & paragraphs 16-19); 
and (b3) performing N-bit free running in response to the first signal and generating an 
N-bit free running signal. (See fig. 7: 197 & paragraphs 16-19) 

But the reference of Shin fails to explicitly teach (b2) receiving the system reset 
signal or the internal reset signal, and generating the reset control signal. 

However, the reference of Shin does teach a control unit which reset the clock 
generation machine and the detecting unit when all the detected delay is not in 
agreement. (See fig. 7 & paragraphs 16-19) 

Therefore,' it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skills in the art to 
incorporate this feature into the system of Shin, in the manner as claimed, for the 
benefit of resetting the clock generation machine and the detecting unit. 

Claim 7 is a system claim corresponding to method claim 15. Hence, the steps 
in method claim 15 would have necessitated the elements in system claim 7 as claimed. 
Therefore, claim 7 has been analyzed and rejected w/r to claim 1 5 above. 
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8. Claims (8 & 16) are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Shin Eibin. (hereinafter Shin) (JP2001/051944) in view of Jarvis.(US Patent 
5,918,040) 

Re claim 16, the reference of Shin further discloses that wherein step (c) further 
comprises: (d ) generating the clock signal (See fig. 7: 1 10 & paragraph 16); (c3) 
receiving and controlling the clock signal, and outputting the controlled clock signal; (c4) 
receiving the controlled clock signal, and generating load control signals and unload 
control signals in response to the initial parameter (See fig. 6: the output of element 150 
& paragraph 15); and (c5) receiving input data inputted from the slave circuit, and 
unloading the input data in response to the load control signals and the unload control 
signals. (See fig. 6: the output of element 150 & paragraph 15) 

But the reference of Shin fails to explicitly teach (c2) outputting the output clock 
signal to a slave circuit in response to the clock signal. 

However, Jarvis does. (See fig. 2 & col. 3, line - col. 4, line 44) Jarvis discloses 
a synchronization process between a master circuit and a slave circuit. 

Taking the combined teachings of Shin and Jarvis as a whole , it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skills in the art to incorporate these features into the 
system of Shin, in the manner as claimed and as taught by Jarvis, for the benefit of 
achieving synchronization. 
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Claim 8 is a system claim corresponding to method claim 16. Hence, the steps 
in method claim 16 would have necessitated the elements in system claim 8 as claimed. 
Therefore, claim 8 has been analyzed and rejected w/r to claim 16 above. 

9. Claims (9 & 17) are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Shin Eibin. (hereinafter Shin) (JP2001/051944) 

Re claim 17, the reference of Shin fails to explicitly teach that wherein the output 
clock signal is outputted from a predetermined master circuit, the input clock signal is 
outputted from a predetermined slave circuit, and the input clock signal is a feedback 
clock of the output clock signal. 

However, in another embodiment, the reference of Shin does teach that the 
output clock signal is outputted from a predetermined master circuit, the input clock 
signal is outputted from a predetermined slave circuit, and the input clock signal is a 
feedback clock of the output clock signal. (See fig. 1 & paragraph 3) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skills in the art to 
incorporate this feature into the system of Shin, in the manner as claimed, for the 
benefit of achieving synchronization between two transceivers. 

Claim 9 is a system claim corresponding to method claim 17. Hence, the steps 
in method claim 17 would have necessitated the elements in system claim 9 as claimed. 
Therefore, claim 9 has been analyzed and rejected w/r to claim 17 above. 
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10. Claims (11 & 19) are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Shin Eibin. (hereinafter Shin) (JP2001/051944) 

Re claim 19, the reference of Shin fails to explicitly teach that wherein the reset 
control signal is generated when the system reset signal or the internal reset signal is 
activated. 

However, the reference of Shin does teach a control unit which reset the clock 
generation machine and the detecting unit when all the detected delay is not in 
agreement. (See fig. 7 & paragraphs 16-19) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skills in the art to 
incorporate this feature into the system of Shin, in the manner as claimed, for the 
benefit of resetting the clock generation machine and the detecting unit. 

Claim 11 is a system claim corresponding to method claim 19. Hence, the steps 
in method claim 1 9 would have necessitated the elements in system claim 1 1 as 
claimed. Therefore, claim 1 1 has been analyzed and rejected w/r to claim 19 above. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
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